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ON THE ATTEMPT TO DEPRIVE 
UNITARIANS OF THE NAME OF 
CHRISTIANS. 

Among the variety of injuries which have 
been heaped upon those, the basis of whose 
religious creed is the One True God, and Je- 
sus Christ, whom He has sent, not the least in 
magnitude or importance consists in the at- 
tempt to rob them of the name of Christians! 
We feel, however, very sure, that the number 
of such as have resorted to this ultimate and 
puerile measure of controversy, is as yet com- 
paratively few. It was at first, we believe, 
set on foot by writers who had lost their tem- 
per in debate, and is now principally confined 
to those exclusive and intolerant religionists, 
who, being willing to go all lengths in their 
creeds, are equally ready to go all lengths in 
their denunciations. But, unless we are very 
greatly deceived, a vast majority of those who 
are allowed to be orthodox Christians, have 
not as yet given into the cruel and preposte- 
rous injustice which it is our present object to 
expose. Next to refusing us the name of 
Christians, the most severe term applied 
to us, with the exception of infidel, which 
is the same as denying us to be Christ- 
ians, is that of heretics. But even the com- 
mon signification of this term does not neces- 
sarily exclude the title of Christian. Jobn- 
son defines a heretic to be “ one, who propa- 
cates his private opinions in opposition to the 
catholic (or universal) church.” Neither the 
Romish nor the English church has gone so 
far as to confound heretics in all cases with in- 
lidels. No ecclesiastical historian that we 
know of has intimated the identity of here- 
tics with infidels, or insinuated that he was not 
giving an account of Christians, when treat- 








ing of heretics. We just mention these facts 
in passing, to show the extremely loose and 
inconsistent practice of some violent  parti- 
zans, Who thinking their cause is the best serv- 
ed by the greatest number of opprobrious 
names thrown out on their opponents, make 
no scruple to deny us to be Christians and to 
call us heretics in one and the same breath ! 
Happily, these two contradictory charges an- 
nihilate each other. If we are really heretics, 
in the modern sense of the word, we are only 
mistaken and obstinate Christians; if we are 
no Christians at all, then we certainly are set 
free from the burden of being heretics. In 
this dilemma, our revilers may take their 
choice. But enough of this. 

We were going to remark, that the title of 
heretics, though a good deal softer than the 
absolute denial of any right to the Christian 
name, is still by no means universally applied 
to Unitarians. Many, many, orthodox, pious, 
moderate, sensible, yet firm and zealous 
Christians, conscious that neither Johnson’s 
definition, nor the usual ecclesiastical accep- 
tation of the word heretic is the truly scrip- 
tural one, think no more of giving that title to 
Unitarians, than they do that of murderers 
and assassins. Very poorly is he versed in 
the criticism of the New ‘Testament, who 
does not know that neither the word heretic 
nor heresy is ever used in that sacred book 
with the least reference to true or false doc- 
trines, or to the honest and peaceable opin- 
ions entertained by any individuals, but that 
those words solely and entirely refer to fac- 
tious and quarrelsome practices, which be- 
gan to spring up in the very earliest periods 
of Christianity. Whoever has read Part 4, 
Dissertation 9, of the Preliminary Disserta- 
tions to the New Testament, written by the 
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very pious, learned and orthodox Dr. Camp- 
bell, never can give to modern Unitarians the 
name of heretics, unless he intends to aban- 
don the meaning of scriptural phraseology, 
and to take up with the language of exaspe- 
rated popes and councils, who in the pride ot 
fancied infallibility, regard a mere difference 
of opinion, however conscientious, in as black 
a light as they doa spirit of faction and divi- 
sion. Indeed, when it is recollected, that the 
followers of papacy consider us all, to a man, 
and withoat any exception, as heretics, one 
would suppose that the absurdity of this mo- 
dern and unscriptural use of the word must 
often come home to those Protestants who are 
so liberal in applying it to their brethren. — It 
is for the foregoing reasons, that the most mo- 
derate and rational among the believers in the 
Trinity, as was above observed, have not on- 
ly refused to deny us the name of Christians, 
but will not go even so far as to fix upon us 
the miserable and childish nickname of here- 
tics. Wehave the best reasons for stating 
that a very large majority of Protestant belie- 
vers regard Unitarians in no darker light, and 
denominate them by no harsher epithet, than 
that of misguided Christians, whose sincerity, 
integrity, and right to courteous language, are 
just as much to be respected, as their possible 
errors are to be pitied and avoided. — Yet, al- 
though we believe this to be by far, very far, 
the largest class of those who diller from us, 
itis by no means the most active, jealous or 
hostile class. ‘There are some who seem de- 
termined to keep up the ball. By loud and 
pertinacious reiterations, their object appears 
to be, to force upon the public ear, the asser- 
tion that we ought not to be called Christians, 
und to make the din of controversy take place 
of solid and clear conviction on the subject. 
—And as the names of Quaker and Metho- 
dist, though first applied in derision, have 
come at length to be serious and universal ap- 
pellations, so a quiet world may be made to 
settle down in time, by the mere force of over- 
bearing acclamation, into the bitter injustice 
of which we are now complaining. To re- 
sist the tendency to this state of things, it be- 
comes our duty to raise a voice, however fee- 
ble, and in some measure at least to counter- 
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act by fair arguments, by clear statements, 
and by direct expostulations, this clamour 
of epithets, and virulence of denunciation. 
For this purpose, we engage, at the stake of 
our reputation, to demonstrate to the satisfac- 
tion of every thinking and candid man, that 
the denial of the name of Christian to Uni- 
tarians, is inthe first place manifestly wnse rip- 
tural, in the second place, decidedly unjust. 
and in the third place, especially in the pre- 
sent state of the Christian world, highly im- 
prudent and inexpedient. 

First, it is unscriptural. Very happily fo 
our purpose in this particular point of the 
controversy, we have a verse in the Bible, in 
which the word Christian occurs, and that too 
almost as if this controversy had been pro- 
phetically anticipated, mentioning the very 
circumstance of the name being first applied 
to a particular class of men. We allude to 
the 26th verse of the 11th chapter of the 
Book of Acts, of which these are the conclu- 
ding words: And the disciples were called 
Christians first in Antioch. Now the point 
at issue will be, who were really the disci- 
ples? And to ascertain this, can we consult 
any record more authentic than this very 
book of Acts, where the name in question is 
defined? Will our opponents allow the three 
thousand souls, who were converted by the 
preaching of Peter soon after the ascension of 
our Saviour, to be disciples and to be Christ- 
ians? ‘They must of course. Will they in- 
sist that these three thousand souls became 
Christians in consequence of any other doc- 
trines, or opinions, or principles, or state- 
ments, than those which occurred in the ser- 
mon or address of Peter to them, just prece- 
ding their conversion? We dare to say they 
will not. ‘Turn then to the second chapter of 
Acts, in which the history of this whole trans- 
action is recorded, and read the speech of Pe- 
ter, and see if one allusion is made in it to the 
Trinity, or one allusion to the total depravity 
of human nature, or one allusion to the death 
of Christ as a satisfaction for the sins either 
of the world or of the elect, or one allusion 
to any of those dogmas which are tendered to 
us in modern times as the sine qua non of our 
being called Christians. On the contrary, this 
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address of Peter is for nothing in the world 
so remarkable, as for the very broadest and 
most ultimate Unitarianism! After quoting 
a passage from the Prophet Joel, he thus pro- 
ceeds to the business of his harangue. “ Ye 
men of Israel, hear these words: Jesus of 
Nazareih, A MAN approved of God among 
vou by miracles,and wonders,and signs which 
God did by him, &c.—In the next verse but 
one, still speaking of Jesus, he says, whom 
God hath raised up, and again, verse 32, 
This Jesus hath God raised up. And in 
verse 36, God hath made that same Jesus 
whom ye have crucified, both Lord and 
Christ. Filled with convictions arising from 
such statements as these, three thousand men 
on one day became undeniably Christians, 
and when the same convictions and statements 
are admitted at the present day by certainly 
as many as a million of persons scattered all 
over Christendom, though vast numbers do 
not go nearly so far in heterodoxy as Peter 
in the above speech, there are to be found 
some Christians of wider creeds and a more 
metaphysical faith, who denounce the simpli- 
city of belief which®Peter and his converts 
bequeathed us, and would tear from our fore- 
heads the name to which we attach all our 
dearest privileges and blessings here, and all 
our richest hopes of an hereafter ! 
( To be continued. ) 
—=>'318 |S 1 
THE ‘f SOUTHERN INTELLIGENCER.” 


In our late strictures on an article in this 
paper, we thought we were criticising an ori- 
ginal communication. We have since disco- 
vered that the piece was extracted from ano- 
ther paper, and take this opportunity to cor- 
rect the mistake, although perhaps not sufli- 
ciently material to be noticed. 

The last Intelligencer has made various al- 
lusions to our first number. By not naming 
the Unitarian Defendant, it has probably left 
many of its own readers in the dark as to the 
drift and point of some of its paragraphs. 
T! is, }:owever,is no business of ours,though we 
should have thanked the Editor for the chari- 
ty of spreading abroad the fact, that the Uni- 
tarians of this city are trying to do something 
in the way of defence, after having submitted 
for six months to almost weekly attacks from 
his quarter. But perhaps it is not the custom 
of true controversialists to lend each other a 








helping hand, though for our parts we are sé 
little tinged with the polemical spirit, that we 
would willingly accord all due praise to many 
articles in the Intelligencer, particularly, the 
Prospectus. But we have other business now 
on hand besides giving praise. 

We asserted in our last, that “ the Bible 
every where appealed to the sacred faculty of 
reason.” We could not have imagined that 
any intelligent reader would have understood 
us as meaning to assert, that the Bible itself 
applies the term * sacred’ to the faculty of rea- 
son. Yet so have we been understood and 
represented by the Editor of the Intelligencer. 
The word sacred we meant as an epithet of 
our own, and to be applied by ourselves to 
reason. Such an application of the term, we 
think is perfeetly justifiable. Many things, 
in common as well as rhetorical speech are 
called sacred, when an idea of their great va- 
lue and importance is intended to be convey- 


ed. ‘Thus, we often hear of the sacred privi- , 


lege of citizenship, the sacred rights of liber- 
ty, the sacred voice of conscience, and the 
like, without any question of the propriety of 
the phraseology. No more nor less did we 
intend by calling reason a sacred faculty. And 
we still with deference maintain, that reason 
is too sacred and inviolable a faculty to be 
tampered with or lightly aband) ed. What 
but our reason leads us to the #i:le? What 
but our reason enables us te o:derstand any 
one of the sublime and precious traths which 
it contains? And what is man, when depriy- 
ed but for one moment of the faculty of rea- 
son? Surely, the excessive importance of this 
portion of our mental constitution, warrants 
us in giving it the character of sacred. After 
this explanation of our meaning, should the 
editor of the Intelligencer still insist that the 
Bible does not every where appeal to our rea- 
son, we are ready to demonstrate to the satis- 
faction of him and every one else, that he is 
mistaken. 

Again we are obliged to protest against a 
very unfair art of controversy. Merely be- 
cause we applied the term sacred to Rea- 
son, though it was on the very same page in 
which we professed to adopt the Bible as the 
standard of faith end rule of practice, be- 
hold, we are forthwith dragged and coupled 
at once, with “ the infidels of France, who 
levelled every rank in society, prostrated their 
governments, banished religion as an idle tale, 
elevated human reason, and worshipped her 
as Deity!” Oh how little does he know of 
Unitarians, who sits in his closet, and coolly 
manufactures paragraphs like this! And with 
how little show of justice can he pretend to 
deduce inferences so hideous,so uncharitable, 
and so entirely wide of the mark, from the 
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simple and immocent suggestion, that the sa- 
cred faculty of reason ought to be brought to 
the use of the Bible! God forbid us from re- 
torting exactly in his own kind, and classing 
him with pirates, thieves, and murderers, for 
endeavouring to filch from his fellow Chris- 
tians their good name, and associating repu- 
table men with those who were the disgrace 
and abhorrence of their species. Again we 
ask, where is the use of descending to such 
moustrous perversions of fact, decency, and 
charity ? 

With regard to the doctrines of the refor- 
mation, this Editor has fallen into two capi- 
tal mistakes. First, he has confounded the 
principles which actuated the reformation, 
with the doctrines taught at the reformation. 
Secondly, he has mistaken certain private 
opinions of the first reformers for the true doc- 
trines of the reformation. Ile might with as 
much propriety have called witelcraft, ghosts, 


‘and astrology,doctrines of the reformation as 


the Trinity and atonement, since many of the 
reformers are known to have believed in the 
three former. Besides, the doctrines of the 
Trinity and of atonement were believed in 
long before the reformation, by most of the 
Catholic world, and were not amended by the 
first reformers, who had much more impor- 
tant work todo; how then were they doctrines 
of the reformation? ‘They were, and are now, 
doctrines of papacy. Unitarians hold, that 
the reformation is not a fixed and limited event, 
but that it is still going on. The unity of God 


therefore,we think, is as genuine a doctrine of 


the reformation as was the absurdity and false- 
hood of transubstantiation. However, we only 
laidclaim to the principles which actuated the 
reformation; and we enumerated some of those 
principles, such as the adoption of the Bible 
as the standard of faith and practice, and the 
right of private judgment. Very unfortunate 
too was the Editor in the selection of the names 
of Luthe:, Melancthon, Calvin, Knox, and 
Cranmer, since if the doctrines of the reform- 
ation were the particular speculative doctrines 
which these men believed, we shall have for 
such, the most widely contradictory views and 
dogmas. 

As to the anecdote told of the emperor 
Theodosius, we can only say, that if the old 
emperor was so weak as to receive an illustra- 
tion for an argument, and to be more affected 
at the theatrical and childish display of the 
bishop, than by reason and scripture, we pity 
both him and those who are in the least influ- 
enced by the story. 

In the long extract respecting Mr. Sparks 
and Dr. Priestley, we meet with not one at- 














tempt at argument, or at a refutation of any 
of their statements. In mentioning the ill 
success of Unitarianism from Cerinthus down 
to Priestley, the writer forgets that the arm of 
power constantly protected the other side of 
the question, and that there has scarcely been 
a fair trial of its merits, if by merits he would 
mean success. Besides, the argument woul: 
be equally strong against Christianity itself, 
which has not succeeded so much in the world 
as image-worship and some of the oriental re- 
ligions. ‘The writer farther says, that * the 
present day exhibits as few signs of the suc- 
cess of Unitarianism, as any that are past.” 
We have no comment for this. 

Professor Norton too comes in for his share 
of reprehension. But there is nothing in the 
extract made from his book to warrant the 
harsh language, bestowed upon him in the ed- 
itor’s remarks. It is not the Divinity and a- 
tonement of the Saviour that he holds up to 
ridicule, but only the shallow and puerile ar- 
guments in defence of them, urged by such 
writers as Jones and Magee. Is it possible the 
editor could not see the distinctions And so in 
the case of the appeal to the Edinburgh Re- 
viewers. 

The conversion of Dr. Scott some thirty or 
forty years since to strict Calvinism,is brought 
forward to have its influence. This too is per- 
fectly fair. That is, it is fair to bring forward 
the book, though we consider the author as la- 
bouring under a grievous mistake from begin- 
ning to end, and as not knowing how to keep 
a middle course. The doctor seems to have 
been constitutionally prone to extremes. He 
must be either all ice, or all hot water. Liv- 
ing at one of the coldest and most irreligious 
periods of the English church, and feeling his 
conscience torn to pieces every day by being 
tied down to articles, which his reason was 
unable to assent to, he could not make a 
movement towards reformation, without un- 
dergoing a wide re-action, and so he leaped at 
one bound into all the extravagancies of Cal- 
vinism, and having taken his stand, he spent 
his whole life in support of them. Just about 
the same time, occurred the conversion of the 
celebrated Lindsey to Unitarianism 4 as great, 
as good, as pious, as sincere, and as learned a 
man, in every way, as Scott. Lindsey,more- 
over resigned his benefices and prospects in the 
church, and threw himself almost a beggar 
on the world. . Scott retained his living, but 
was, we doubt not, sincere. 
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